The breadth of individual feeding guilds in ecological studies ultimately depends on the speciÞc objectives of an experiment (Simberloff and Dayan 1991) . In this sense, ecological guilds themselves can be thought of as hypotheses of community classiÞcation not unlike the way in which phylogenies are hypothesized classiÞcations of evolutionary relationships. The strength of a given hypothesis lies in its ability to withstand reevaluation in light of alternative hypotheses. Summerville and Crist (2002) have proposed an alternative to the classiÞcation of Lepidopteran feeding guilds published by Work and McCullough (2000) . Here, we reevaluate our original conclusions in light of the proposed changes of Summerville and Crist and provide evidence that these changes do not affect our overall conclusions. In addition, we address several misinterpretations made by Summerville and Crist, and comment more generally on feeding guilds and indicator value analysis. Work and McCullough (2000) compared the abundance, diversity, and species composition of adult Lepidopteran communities in replicated stands of two deciduous forest ecosystem-types that occur in northern lower Michigan. Characteristics of these ecosystems, termed ecological landtype phases (ELTP), including overstory and understory vegetation, were published as part of an ecological classiÞcation system developed for the Huron-Manistee National Forests (Cleland et al. 1993 ). An objective of the study involved assessing the response of the Lepidopteran community to the Þrst gypsy moth outbreaks that occurred in this region of Michigan. One Þnding from this study, that a subset of oak-feeding species was negatively affected by gypsy moth defoliation, was derived from a guild classiÞcation based primarily on host plant preference.
One aspect of the original analysis of Work and McCullough (2000) involved classiÞcation of 98 species, collected as adults in July or August in oakdominated stands (deÞned as ELTP 20 by Cleland et al.1993) , into guilds according to host-plant preference reported by Forbes (1948 Forbes ( , 1954 Forbes ( , 1960 and Tietz (1972) . Each guild was analyzed using indicator value analysis (Dufrene and Legendre 1997) to compare sites with Ͼ50% defoliation to sites with little or no defoliation. Summerville and Crist have proposed several changes to the original guild classiÞcation based on six additional references. These changes in guild classiÞcation affect 12 Lepidopteran species. The total number of individuals and the relative abundance of these 12 species collected over the course of the entire experiment, or collected only in the oak stands during July and August are reported in Table 1 along with our original guild classiÞcations and the revised classiÞ-cations of Summerville and Crist.
Although Summerville and Crist correctly pointed out one nomenclature update from Tietz (1972) and a misclassiÞcation resulting from a common species epitaph, several of their proposed revisions rely on incorporation of additional host-plants that are not commonly found within ELTP 20 ecosystem types in the Huron-Manistee National Forests. Species such as Juglans spp, Castanea spp., and Quercus macrocarpa (Michx.) generally have more southerly distributions and did not occur in the areas we sampled (Burns and Honkala 1990, Cleland et al. 1993 ). Although we cannot exclude the possibility that the individuals we collected developed on distant host plants, there is a relatively high likelihood that they developed on Quercus.
Summerville and Crist also point out that Herculia olinalis (Guené e) was incorrectly classiÞed as a general grass feeder in the original manuscript. On the basis of Covell (1984) , Summerville and Crist reclassify H. olinalis as a Quercus spp. specialist. However, Summerville and Crist go on to speculate that reclas-siÞcation of H. olinalis into the Quercus guild will decrease the indicator value of the Quercus guild, based on the low indicator value of H. olinalis in table 9 in Work and McCullough (2000) . This is a misinterpretation of table 9 in the original manuscript. The data in table 9 pertain to species that co-occurred with the Lepidoptera that had strong afÞnities for either ELTP 20 or ELTP 45, as listed in table 8. The indicator values in table 9, therefore, refer to late-season activity and differences between ecosystems, rather than host plant preference.
Despite our reservations about some of the feeding guild revisions proposed by Summerville and Crist, we reanalyzed the relevant data after incorporating their changes. The net effect of reclassifying the Quercus guild under the proposed changes of Summerville and Crist was to increase the guild by 19 individuals; 14 individuals were added to sites with little or no defoliation and Þve individuals were added to sites with defoliation Ͼ50%. This increase is largely due to the addition of Cosmia calami (Harvey) to the Quercus guild, although C. calami did not contribute Ͼ8 individuals at any one site in the latter half of any given year. Perhaps more importantly, reclassiÞcation of the Quercus guild had no effect on the frequency of oak feeders in sites with little or no defoliation, but increased frequency of oak feeders in defoliated sites from three occurrences to Þve occurrences. The overall effect of reclassiÞcation of the Quercus guild was to decrease the original indicator value from 81.5 to 80.6 (Monte-Carlo randomization P ϭ 0.018 and 0.014, respectively).
Thirty-Þve individuals were allocated to broader feeding guilds under Summerville and CristÕs reclassiÞcation; 16 individuals were added to "general woody plants" and 17 individuals were added to an even broader guild of "general feeders." Again, these revisions do not affect our original conclusions. ReclassiÞcation of the general woody plant guild reduced the original indicator value from 61.6 to 58.1 (MonteCarlo randomization P ϭ 0.250 and 0.371, respectively).
An interesting effect of the reclassiÞcations proposed by Summerville and Crist is that they demonstrate the relative insensitivity of indicator value analysis to the lumping of species into more inclusive guilds in this particular study. Two-thirds of the changes they proposed expand the original guild designation to include additional plant species. As guild criteria become more inclusive and guilds become broader, there is an increase in (1) overall abundance within the guild and (2) frequency of sampled sites containing guild members. When the number of sample sites is relatively small, members of a broad guild are likely to be found in each sample site (as was the case with both the original classiÞcation and reclassiÞcation of general woody plant feeders).
Indicator value analysis depends on the relative abundance of a given guild and relative frequency of samples containing individuals of that guild (Dufrene and Legendre 1997) . When a guild is represented in each sampling site, indicator values become equivalent to the relative abundance of guild members within treatment groups, because the relative fre- quency of guild members of each treatment group is the same. In Work and McCullough (2000) , we compared guild membership between two groups; sites with Ͼ50% defoliation and sites with little or no defoliation. The sum of indicator values of all treatment groups must add up to 100. If the total number of guild members within each treatment group is equal, the indicator value for the guild is 50 (Monte-Carlo randomization P ϭ 1.000). ReclassiÞcations that add equal numbers of individuals to each treatment group have no effect on the relative abundance of a treatment group. ReclassiÞcation of species within a guild will have the greatest effect on the overall indicator value when changes occur exclusively within a single treatment group. For example, reclassiÞcations that double the abundance of a guild within one treatment group has the same effect on an indicator value as reclassiÞcations that halve the abundance within the other treatment group. Implicit in this fact is that, on average, indicator values are less sensitive to lumping of species into more inclusive guilds than to splitting species into more deÞned guilds. Summerville and Crist object to the original guild classiÞcation based on host-plant preference of Work and McCullough (2000) in favor of several more exclusive deÞnitions of host-plant preference that incorporate dietary breadth, host plant identity and larval feeding behavior. They also discount the utility of specialist plant-feeding guilds with relatively few species in lieu of a specialist guild based on dietarybreadth, because the former "will not provide powerful insight into emergent changes in community structure or ecosystem function in response to an environmental perturbation." Most would agree that diet breadth and species preference are related concepts under the general term of host plant preference, and that more exclusive deÞnitions should be related to the speciÞc objectives of the investigator. For the same reasons outlined above, lumping specialist guilds of host-plant preference into fewer, more inclusive guilds based on dietary breadth may effectively decrease the sensitivity of ecological analysis, limiting our insight into community structure and response of communities to environmental perturbation.
Following a similar line of reasoning, Summerville and Crist discount the guild of ÔcutwormsÕ as ambiguously deÞned by feeding behavior rather than hostplant preference. As they correctly point out, however, noctuid moths are an extremely large and diverse group in terms of feeding preferences. We wholly agree with their contention that this group will often fail to Þt neatly into feeding categories, and it is likely that the guild will change as our overall knowledge of the natural history of the Noctuidae grows.
Summerville and Crist conclude with a list of Ôal-ternativeÕ hypotheses and guild classiÞcations that could address several aspects of potential interactions between native Lepidopteran larvae and gypsy moth. Although these hypotheses may be interesting, it is inappropriate to consider them as ÔalternativesÕ to Work and McCullough (2000) . These new objectives are clearly different from those of Work and McCullough (2000) and would require considerably different sampling protocols to adequately address them. Moreover, impacts of gypsy moth defoliation on preferred hosts vary depending on species, site conditions, and vigor of affected trees (Campbell and Sloan 1977 , Davidson et al. 1999 , Muzika and Liebhold 1999 , and "potentially large increases in mortality of preferred hosts" referred to by Summerville and Crist are not likely. Interactions between native Lepidopteran larvae and gypsy moth may, in fact, be largely indirect or mediated through factors such as natural enemies (e.g., Boettner et al. 2000) . Studies of individual Lepidopteran species, along with community level research, will likely be needed to fully evaluate the consequences of gypsy moth invasion.
